North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310
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Hearing Record: December 1, 2019 to March 2, 2020

Brunswick County
Public Hearing held on Tuesday, December 17, 2019:80 AM, at the Brunswick County
Government Complex (30 Government Center Drive, Bolivia, NC 28422)

DCM Staff Attendees:
Ken Richardson

Coastal Resource Commissioner Attendees:
Renee Cahoon (CRC Chair)
Craig Bromby

Public Comments:

Jay Holdenis the Mayor of Holden Beach. Signed up to provide public comments, but decided
to delay his comments, and/or submit written comments with the Town of Holden Beach.

Vicki Myers- (holden3@ec.rr.com704846-3193): is a reident of Holden Beach and currently
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of the proposed Inlet Hazard Area boundary on the western end of Holden Beach (at Shallotte
Inlet), and questioned why thedoindary is so largsince that area haa wide and healthy dune

system and where the island lsabeen accreting for many yedrscomparison to the boundary

proposed on the eastern end of the Holden Beach (at Lockwood Folly, imtetie erosion has

historically been a problem. She disagrees with the fiscal analysis, and suggested that there would

be a fiscal impact on those pregies that would be included inside the proposed new
boundaries. In addition, she suggested that:
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(CRC) Science Panel works for areas with erosion, but not accretion.

1 the mapping method does not take into account beach nourishment.

1 based on the linear regression analysis, transect #45 (at ShallottecIrlekden Beach)
appears that it would have been a more appropriate stopping point for the alongshore
boundary of the prposed Inlet Hazard Area.

1 Property owners impacted by the proposed boundary changes and rule amendments
should have been involved in the process, and better informed before the proposed Inlet
Hazard Area boundaries (and rule amendments) vgeremitted to the CRC and before
public hearings were scheduled.
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Mike Sullivang (sullivanye @gmail.cojn Signed up to provide public comments, but decided to
postpone comments.

Tom Myersg (tmmyers@atmc.ngt704905-6208): is a Holden Beach Resident and President of

the Holden Beach Property Owners Association (HBPOA). Suggests that the proposed Inlet
Hazard Area(s) would have a huge impact on property owners, and wogdikad to have seen

the process involve more input from property owners. The proposed IHA boundary at Holden
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compared to erosion on the other side of Holden Begaast side at Lockwood Folly Inlet).

Tim Evang; Town of Holden Beach Planning & Inspections Director provided a summary of the
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writing, and would include more daiis regarding these concerns:

1 The Inlet Hazard Area Method (IHAM) developed by the Science Panel did not include
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1 Suggested that the number of structures affected is inaccurate, and that it might be
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especially the boundary at the west end of Holden Beach. Stated that the Town has never
lost structures on that end asrasult of erosion, and that it has been accreting for a long
time. Referenced CRC RligA NCAC 07H. 0304(2) Inlet Hazard Area. The IHA are natural
hazard areas that are especially vulnerable to erosion, flooding, and other adverse effects
of sand, wind, ad water because of their proximity to dynamic ocean inlets

1 Suggested that those communities participating in the National Flood Insurance
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NBadzZ G 2F G KSs, And tha& &herai§ rioglia@itee Mbzths would be a
benefit in future CRS evaluations, and cautioned the CRC when including this as a benefit
in the fiscal analysis.

1 Concerned with the structure size limitation in the proposed rules that limits alttstres
to 5,000 square feet. Suggested that smaller homes within the proposed IHA are being
replaced with larger structures exceeding the 5,000 square feet limit, and that limiting
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1 Suggested that outlier data are influencing the extent of the proposed IHA boundary on
the west end of Holden Beach.
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when a property owner (or Town) belies a property was incorrectly included in the
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request?
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Brunswick County PogPublic Hearing Questions and Informal Concerns:

Immediately following the public hearin§taff were available to take questions; many of which

were based on efforts to better understand the mapping methodology and proposed rule
amendments, while others were based on concerns expressed during the formal portion of the
public hearing. ForthedaNlJ2 4 Sa 2F (KA & &dzYYINBIZ AGAYTF2NXI €
attendees who chose not to sign up to speak. The following are summaries of those questions:

1 Size of the proposed IHA at Shallotte Inlet on Holden Beach-gidest? Compared to
other proposed boundaries at other inlets, this boundary is very large, and questioned
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alongshore compared to inlet areas where erosion is a significant problem and structures
hawe been lost as a result.

1 Standard Deviation graphs used identify the alongshore location where inlet related
LINPOSaasSa y2 t2y3aISNIKIFI@BS | aR2YAYyIF iS¢ STFS
graphs in the report are not at the same scale (x andiy)ait was suggested that if the
graphs were scaled the same (or differently), that the kdeean transition point (or
alongshore boundary) would be in a different location. It was suggested that transect #45
at the Shallotte Inlet side of Holden Bé&aseems like it would have been a more
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in areas that are accreting since the standard deviation graphs were applied without
considering the differences between accretigs. erosion.
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the proposed IHA at the Shallotte Inlet side of Holden Beach. Again, no structures have
been lost to erosion, and the area has been accreting fong time.
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Brunswick County Public Hearing Comment Signup {December, 17, 2019)
Inlet Hazard Area Boundary Update & Rule Amendments (15A NCAC 07H.0304, .0309 & .0310)
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

New Hanover County

Public Hearing held on Tuesday, December 17, 2019 at 3:00 PM, at the New Hanover County
Government Center (230 Government Center Drive, Wilmington, NC 28403)

DCM Staff Attendees:
Ken Richardson

Coastal Resource Commiseir Attendees:
Renee Cahoon (CRC Chair)

Public Comments:

Although the public hearing was attended by-1®, no one signed up provide verbal comments.
New Hanover County Podtublic Hearing Questions and Informal Concerns:

Immediately following thgublic hearing, Staff were available to take questions that were based

on efforts to better understand the mapping methodology and proposed rule amendments. For
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not to sign up to speak. The following are summaries of those questions:

T { SOSNIt |jdzSadAaz2ya ¢gSNB alSR o2dzi GdKS [/ w/
the proposed IHAs: 1) would existing structures greater than 5,000 square feet, that
cannotmeet setback requirements, be allowed to rebuild if damaged more than 50% of
the structure appraised value? 2) would large structures (greater than 5,000 square feet)
that canmeet setback requirements be allowed to rebuild?

1 It was noticed that the proposed erosion rate setback factors using inlet erosion rates are
lower than boththe current setback factors and the 2019 proposed oceanfront update
setback factorg so the question was asked, why?

1 Can the pier at the north end of Carolina Beach be rebuilt since it would be inside the
proposed IHA?
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New Hanover County Public Hearing Comment Signup _Umum.:.._um: 17, 2019)
inlet Hazard Area Boundary Update & Rule Amendments (15A NCAC 07H.0304, .0309 & .0310)
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

Onslow County

Public Hearing Hd on Tuesday, December 18, 2019 at 10:00 AM, at the Sneads Ferry Library
(1330 Highway 210, Sneads Ferry, NC 28460)

DCM Staff Attendees:
Ken Richardson

Coastal Resource Commissioner Attendees:
None

Public Comments:

Mike Benson(mike.bensonntb@gmail.con®193889-8537): is a resident of North Topsail Beach

and serves as a Town Alderman: Mentioned that the Town of North Topsail Beach is currently

still considering the full impacts of th@oposed updated IHA boundary and rule amendments,

and noted that the Town Manager could not attend this public hearing due to scheduled meeting
gAUK C9a! oy2d NBf{IFIGSR G2 LI!&aovo | S dzy RSNH&
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concerns. The following are initial concerns, but mentioned that the Town would also submit
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1 There would be hardshiger property owners to endure should the proposed IHA and
rule amendment were to go into effect.

1 Suggests that the alongshore boundary should have been selected at approximately
transect #1379 instead of transect #1345 given that transect #1379 (appraetyhas
where erosion rates start to go above 2 feet per year approaching the inlet (New River
Inlet). Suggests that area between those transects should be excluded from the proposed
IHAS.

1 Would prefer to see the condos (Topsail Reef) remain irQtbean Erodible Area and not
the Inlet Hazard Area because they serve as affordable housing. Is concerned that
because these structures exceed the 5,000 square feet limit and cannot meet the setback
requirement, that the rules would not allow them to betnailt.

1 Suggested that the CRC consider additional clarification on new development on vacant
lots.

1 The CRC needs to consider how this boundary update and rule amendments would impact
Federal assistance following natural disasters. Could FEMA deny reessisiance
FdzyRa o0l aSR 2y SKSGKSNI 2NJ y23G LINBLISNI & A&

1 Asked why structures are being limited to 5,000 square feet? Why is 5,000 square feet
significant?
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Fred Burns(baycatdaddy@hotmail.comm803606-5612): is a North Topsail Beach property
owner. Owns multiple properties adjacent to the inlet (2364, 2376, & 2378 New River Inlet Drive,
North Topsail Beach). Does not like the proposed updated boundary and rule amendments

1 Mother Nature dictates erosion and is subject to change; however, suggests that erosion
rates have not been updated approximately every five years as stated by DCM Staff.
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accelerated erosion problem at North Topsail Beach; starting at Topsail Reef condos and
going towards the inlet.

1 Suggests that if 2013 data were used, that it should not because the erosion problem is a
manmade hazard and should be considered artifi@gad should not influence the areas
proposed IHA or erosion rates.

1 Current the erosion rate setback factor is 2, which makes 60 feet the minimum setback
distance. The proposed IHA setback factors would make much of the area undevelopable
due the higher stback requirements that are greater than 2.

1 The CRC should consider changing thegumd postplat dates (June 1, 1979) in their rules
¢ maybe later in the 1980s, to allow property owners to build based on setback factors in
place at the time a lot waslgtted if they cannot meet the current setback factor.

1 Currently, his property/properties has a dune (approximately 14 feet high), and can build
dzy RSNJ OdzNNBy G NYz Sao LT ySg NHz Sa LINB@Syi
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9 Stated that that currently, the USACE has approval to use a dredge disposal area, and that
they no longer put sand on the beach. (Is this an issue related to the Coastal Barrier
Resource Act (CBRA)?)

1 Supports the use of a terminal groin instead o #xisting sandbag structures along the
shoreline at New River Inlet, and stated that the CRC limits what property owners can do
to protect their homes and beaches.

1 Estimates that the beach in front of his home is accreting up to 5 feet per year, and hopes
this continues, and hopeful that this would influence the IHA boundary and setback
requirements.

1 Suggested that the CRC take manmade factors out of consideration when analyzing and
mapping the boundary (IHA).

1 Asked if he is not able to build under the néviet erosion rate setback requirements,
how long would it take before he can build?

Bill McLaughlinlnhmrm@netzero.com352528-5939): is a property owner on New River Inlet
Road (last house before the river) in North Topsail Beach.
1 Claims that the USACE caused the erosion problem when they dredge the inlet.
91 Supports the construction of a terminal groin over a navigalgetty. However, he
referenced how well they work based on his observation of a jetty in a northern state
(New Hampshire?).
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1 Suggested that since the erosion problem was caused by a government agency, why does
the government not correct (or fix) the problem. Claimed that when President Donald
Trump visited the area after storm (Hurricane Florence, 2018?), thatdseooncerned
about how money was being spent on current attempts to prevent erosion.

Kevin Finge(707-688-1213): is a North Topsail Beach resident. Stated that most of his concerns
KR 6SSy SELINBaaSR o6& 20KSNA® ndwieddsBowih8 R G K
manmade influences (erosion) thaihe dredging New River Inlet has had on the adjacent
shoreline and property owners.

Mark Barefoot(252-469-6194): Signed up to provide public comments, but decided to postpone
comments, or either his pots were already expressed by others.

John Workmar(johnworkman@seacoastrealty.cmsigned up to provide public comments, but
opted not to at that time.

Jenna Morton(jennamorton@seacoastrealty.cqr®10389-8932): is a realtor. Suggested that
the CRC needs to be aware of the impacts associated with the proposed IHA boundary and rule
amendments. Specifically, the impacts that higher erosion retteask factors will have on those
property owners who are affected.
1 Asks is there a way to move forward with the least amount of impacts?
T CNRY  NBIfG2NRaE LINRPALISOUALBSSET RA&AOf 2adzNB
property value.
1 Asks if the RC would consider moving the deadline for public comments to allow more
time for comments.

Maggie Smith(5405385727): is a realtor. Signed up to provide public comments, but opted not
to at that time.

Melissa Ziegler(loveshackprop@gmail.con®10538-5807) is a North Topsail Beach property
owner. Bought home in February/March 2019.
1 Suggests that the CRC should consider and allow something other than sandbags under
the house to protect structures (like blulers).
1 Having to rebuild sandbags is a constant problem and not a good look to have sandbags
everywhere; espeially those that are damaged and torn

Bill Sinclainloneshot3457@gmail.con®19-437-3203) is a North Topsail Beach property owner.
Signed up to provide public comments, but was not available to comment.
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Onslow County PosPublic Hearing Questions and Informal Concerns:
1 Suggestion was made that the CRC should considemnuttheer of residents affected by
the proposal, rather than the number of structures. In the discussion, there was a claim
that with the condos alone that there would be 500 (or more) residents impacted.
(includes Topsail Reef and St. Regis)
1 Question was sked if IHA rules would have an impact on the parking lot at New River
Inlet?
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Onslow County Public Hearing Comment Signup (December, 18, 2019)
Inlet Hazard Area Boundary Update & Rule Amendments (154 NCAC D7H.0304, .0309 & .0310)
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

Pender County
Public Hearing held on Tuesday, December 18, 2019 at 3:00 PM, at the Assembly Building (720
Channel Blvd., Topsail Beach, NC 28445)

DCM StaffAttendees:
Ken Richardson

Coastal Resource Commissioner Attendees:
None

Public Comments:

Frank Braxton(fbraxton@cldeng.com910520-3347): is a Topsail Beach property owner. Asks
what is the basis for includinthe area around the canals inside the proposed Inlet Hazard Area

(at New Topsail Inlet on Topsail Beach)? (area is question is at Godwin Ave., McLeod Ave., Boryk
Ave., and Trout Ave., Topsail Beach). Suggests that except for maybe Hurricane Bertha (1996
there has never been an erosion problem at this location, and added that if erosion is a problem,
why are building permits issued?

Steve Smith(stevesmith@topsailbeach.or§10547-2677): is the Mayoof Topsail Beach, and a
property owner.

1 Asked if the CRC had given any additional thoughts to changing the 2009 grandfathering
date (August 11, 2009) given that there are more structures built after 2009.

1 Generally, agrees with the fundamentakethodology used by the Science Panel to map
0KS LINPLIZASR LlI!asx odzi R2SayQi dzyRSNRERGI YR
incorporated into the boundary (at New Topsail Inlet on Topsail Beach). (area in question
is at Godwin Ave., McLeod Ave., Bofe., and Trout Ave., Topsail Beach).

1 Stated that dunes that have been lost on the Oceanside was due to hurricanes, and not
inlet specific erosion, and recommended that the proposed boundary at Topsail Inlet on
Topsail Beach be reviewed.

Pender County Pst-Public Hearing Questions and Informal Concerns:

General questions were asked about current rules. More questions were asked about the
methodology used by the Science Panel to map the IHA boundary at New Topsail Inlet at Topsail
Beach. Thissideoftdey f SG A& I OONBGAYy A, SR WHNETU SI RY &&F @
landward boundary, the Science Panel extended the boundary away from the inlet to include the
area adjacent to the canals.
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Pender County Public Hearing Comment Signup (December, 18, 2019)
Inlet Hazard Area Boundary Update & Rule Amendments {15A NCAC 07H.0304, .0309 & .0310)
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

Carteret County

Public Hearing held omuesday, January 7, 2020 at 3:00 PM, at NCDCM HQ (400 Commerce
Avenue, Morehead City, NC 28557)

DCM Staff Attendees:
Ken Richardson
Tancred Miller

Mike Lopazanski
Angela Willis

Daniel Govoni

Coastal Resource Commissioner Attendees:
None

PublicComments:
None
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission

Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

Carteret County Public Hearing Comment Signup (January 7, 2020)

Inlet Hazard Area Boundary Update & Rule Amendments (15A NCAC 07H.0304, .0309 & .0310)
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

Hyde County

Public Hearing held on Wednesday, January 8, 2020 at 10:00 AM, at the CommunitycCenter
Multipurpose Room (30 Oyster Creek Road, Swan Quarter, NC 27885) & broadcast
simultaneously to Ocracoke Island at Ocracoke Communitye€€909 Irvin Garrish Highway,
Ocracoke, NC 27960)

DCM Staff Attendees:
Ken Richardson
Tancred Miller
Angela Willis

Coastal Resource Commissioner Attendees:
None

Public Comments:
None
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Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

Dare County

Public Hearing held on Tuesday, January 14, 2020:00 AM, at Town of Nags Head Board of
Commissioners Room (5401 S. Croatan Highway, Nags Head, NC 27959)

DCM Staff Attendees:
Ken Richardson
Tancred Miller

Coastal Resource Commissioner Attendees:
None

Public Comments:
None
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Dare County Public Hearing Comment Signup (January 14, 2020)
Inlet Hazard Area Boundary Update & Rule Amendments (15A NCAC 07H.0304, .0309 & .0310)
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310
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Hearing Record: December 1, 2019 to March 2, 2020

Public Comments:
(receivedvia email 11/20/2019)

Holden Beach Property Owners Association
P.O. Box 376
Supply, North Carolina 28462

November 16, 2019
To: Building Inspector, Town of Holden Beach

The Holden Beach Property Owners Association (HBPOA) has been monitoring the proposed changes to
the Inlet Hazard Area (IHA) boundaries on the east and west dnulsrasland. The proposed IHA will
impact more than 200 property owners on the west end of our island by placing new restrictions on what
they can build (or rebuild) on their property.

This is the highest number of structures in any IHA in the statbadding this many properties to an IHA
on our island will have a significant impact not just to the impacted property owners, but to our overall
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The Inlet Hazard Area Method (IHAM) does not take any of this into account.

Ken Richardson reported at the NCBIWA conference that public hearings on the IHAscilhbegin

next month and comments will be closing at the end of January. We are trying to notify our impacted

property owners so they can provide input, but there is no notice of the hearing on the Division of Coastal
Management website, only scientifdocuments.

We need your help with informing our property owners. Given the significance of the changes to the IHA
and the short timeframe for input occurring over the holidays, the HBPOA would like to conduct a public
hearing or information sessiortinform our members about this significant potential impact to their
property. Your assistance with conducting this sesgiould be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
7 e N @ﬂdw

Tom Myers
HBPOA President
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North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

(receivedvia email: 11/20/2019)

From:Brian mailto:vccbrian@atmc.négt

Sent:Wednesday, November 20, 2019 9:16 AM
To:'Braxton.Davis@ncdenr.gosBraxton.Davis@ncdenr.gev
Cc:'Planning and Inspectionshkinninginspections@hbtownhall.cem
Subject:Inlet Hazard Area

Braxton,

My name is Brian Murdock, Commissioner elect for the Town of Holden Besel.yolthave scheduled

a public hearing for December L 2oncerning the possibility of extending, dramatically | might add, the
limits of the Inlet Hazard AreaThis would be devastating to our Town and to the residents that own
property on the West end of ousland. | would ask that you please move the scheduled public hearing
to a more suitable date that more of our community would be able to be informed and at€nid.is too
close to Christmas when a good number of our homeowners are out of town fordiiaajs. | would
Fftaz2 tA1S G2 0S LINPYARSR (GKS aOASYyOS O0SKAYR GKAA
island in over 50 yeard/Vhat engineering firm or professionals came up with thWg#l they be available

to explain why this needlto happen?What other municipalities are being affected by this decision and
to what extent?| just want some time so | can inform all residents that will be affected by what you (they)
are attempting to do to their investments in our Towwould youplease consider this request so we can
all show up to this hearing?

Brian Murdock

910-664-0126
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(receivedvia email:12/15/2019)

From:Mary Hopkins mhopkins418@gmail.com
Sent:Sunday, December 15, 2019 128l

To:Davis, Braxton CBgaxton.Davis@NCDENR.&Sov
Subject:[External] Holden Beach Property Owner

Hello,

| am a property owner at 995 Ocean Boulevard West, Holden Beach, NC. | have owned my house since
1974. 1 am contacting you concerning the recent upcoming changes to the Inlet Hazard Areas. Our
property has seldom seen loss due to erosion. As a matter of fact, we have 8 beach steps from our
boardwalk underground! They have been that way for at leaste2®s/ | am constantly amazed at the
buildup and vegetation that has occurred over the several decades since we built this home. | am
submitting this information and my opinion in hopes that you will not enact these proposed changes.
Thank you for listening

Sincerely,

Mary Claire Kosterman

995 OBW

Holden Beach NC 28462

(receivedvia email:12/16/2019)

From:Beverly Comptonieverlycompton@atmc.net
Sent:Monday, December 16, 2019 11:19 PM
To:Davis, Braxton CBgaxton.Davis@NCDENR.Sov
Subject:[External] IHA Holden Beach NC

As owners of 1317 Ocean Blvd Wesuilt in 1988 and having made quite an investmetiere, my

husband and | are quite concerned that the IHA proposals include our property as we are oceanfront but

do have the equivalent of blocks from the ocean to our houseour experience of the last 12 years we

have seen continual accretion of theach...southbound toward the ocea’lso we are situated perhaps

a half mile from the Shallotte Inle¢t KSNBX A& | YIFIYyYIRS 6LQ@S 6SSy G2ftR
of us...even the road goes over the berm which we would expect to provide somecpoot. | suppose

GKS YIFINERK O2dz R FAEf FyR FLILINRBFOK 2dz2NJ K2dzaS odzi A
of that happening.

Perhaps we must trust the model your group is working from so | would like to know if models proposed
and approed in the past have proven to be accurately predicting the eventual situation they
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described. Surely you all are doing your very beBlt once development has been permitted, surely the
state would want to protect through extreme measures, the exgiimfrastructure that is such a joy for
visitors and provides so much economic value to the local area, county and state.

It seems that the extension of the inlet areas on Holden Beach seem way too conservative in light of the
history of the west end awell as the east end actually.

Anything has th@ossibilityof happening a continental shelf might slide away, a hurricane might deliver

a 1954 Hurricane Hazel kind of storm and there might be the coming of the Lord when none of this will

have relevancedzll A G aSSya (2 dza GKFd GKS O2YYAGGSSQa LIN
predicted but what is thg@robabilityof such a circumstance actually happening.

The economic conditions are improving but properties are not back to 2007 vdfuegduation of our

and other properties erode further because peofiénk your conclusions are scientific and because of
that, assume that the predictions havehigh probability of happeninghey might avoid investing here

to the detriment of our tourism sa&son and building of accommodation tax funds which could increase
taxes for all property ownersif visitors hesitate and withdraw, they will miss the joy we feel as property
owners on this particular islandso slowly and please be sure there are natenided consequences in
implementing IHA revisions as proposed.
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(receivedvia email:12/17/2019)

Dear Mr. Davis,

| am writing to voice my objections to the proposed expansion of the inlet hazard area at the west end of
Holden BeachFor 35years, | have owned property at 1045 Ocean Boulevard West, which would be
included in the expanded hazard arelapurchased property in this section of the beach because it has
consistently experienced shoreline accretion, demonstrated on several of #ygs rin your recent
studies. | object to expanding the designated inlet hazard area to include properties that pose no risk,
especially when there has been no migration of the Shallotte Inlet and this end of the island has shown
consistent accretion, deggithe lack of any beach renourishment efforiEhe proposed IHA designation,

for which there is a complete lack of evidence, will adversely affect the value of my property for no
purpose. Please reconsider the expansion of the Holden Beach west erahidH#duce it to the previous
boundaries.

Bernard M Branson

Property Address: 1045 Ocean Boulevard West, Holden Beach, NC 28462
Mailing Address: 2175 Eldorado Drive NE, Atlanta, GA 30345

Brando Associate8randoga@comcast.net

(receivedvia email:12/19/2019)

| read your recent report and recommendations on the Inlet Hazard Area for the Coastal Regions of North
Carolina and | offer the following comments for yaonsideration:

1. The CRC Memo states that the Proposed IHA Rule Changes include provisions to GRANDFATHER ALL
EXISTING STRUCTURES within the new IHA Rules as well as all lots under 15,000 square feet, platted after
July 23, 1984 or before the effectivdate of Proposed IHA Rule Changes, with respect to density
restrictions. However, there is no language in the Proposed IHA Rule Changes that expressly grandfather
such lots or structures.

2. The Proposed IHA Rule Changes imply, to me any way, a causatt@mn between the size of the
structure, the number of units in a structure, and/or the size of the lot and the risk of erosion, flooding
and other adverse effects of sand, wind and/or water associated with dynamic ocean inlets. It is unclear
to me asti has not been demonstrated and substantiated with hard data in the report how the size of a
home, the number of units, and/or the size of the lot has any causal relationship to the risk of realizing
hazards associated with dynamic ocean lets.

3. It is urelear the rationale and validity of establishing a generic, average minimal standard erosion rate

FYR LI @8Ay3a Al sAGK 2yfeé& YAY2NI I RedadyYSyidao { LIS
the minimal erosion rate of2ft/yr was employed. Iterestingly, the west end of Holden Beach has been

FYyR Aa FOONBGA2YIE Fa AGFGSR Ay GKS NBLRNIY 6&{AyC
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GKFa 3ISYySNI ffe &ESSditectiof, viicy BaR favorgd theyaccretidn along thedrold

. SHOK &aK2dzZ RSNJ GKIFdG KlFa €SR (G2 UGKS odzZ 02dza &Kl LIS
on page 34 of the North Carolina 2019 Oceanfront Setback Factors &eamgAverage Annual Erosion

Rate Update Study, the Report demonstrates thes@n rates on the west end of Holden Beach have
ranged from +7ft to Oft (accretion) per year SINCE 1944! So for well over 45 to 75 years the west end of
Holden Beach has been accretional which calls into questions utilizing the generic, minimal stdndard

2ft/lyr as well as all the setback points and Hybviegetation Lines.

4. If a current existing structure and/or lot is unable to meet the rules (setback requirements, house size,
etc.) as put forth in the report, the property would be offically coesedl nonconforming thereby
negatively impacting property values, insurance rates and/or complicating potential sales and financing
all based on an unproven relationship. This seems unfair to the property owners that previously complied
with existing guidehes/rules only to have the rules changed causing their properties to now be judged
nonconforming.

Personal Regards,
Dr Gordon
The Gordon 5 Properties Li@rdon5@atmc.net

(receivedvia email:1/6/2020)
Mr Davis and Mr Richardson,

| am writing to express my concern at the proposed changes to the Inlet Hazard Area on the western end
of Holden Beach. My wife and | have owned a property (1103 Ocean Blvd West, HoldentBatalas
previouslynot in the Hazard area, but will now be in the proposed Hazard area, for twenty years.

When we purchased our property we specifically selected a property towards the western end of Holden
Beach because our research showed that the dunes to the ocearofioler oceanfront home were
growing. In other parts of the island there was erosion, but on the western end the dunes were growing.
Since the time we purchased our home in 2000 the dune between us and the beach has grown over 60
feet. Because we had thiisst hand experience that the dune was growing (accretion) my wife and | made
the decision to build a new house on the propery2018.

We are dismayed that you are proposing to redraw the inlet hazard area lines to include our house when
the facts areclear- over a sustained period of time the dunes in front of our house are growing not
eroding, and as a result, the risks for flooding and storm damage have decreased. In atoii@tently
approved FEMA flood maps shows that our house went fronft 1@ 13 ft elevation requirement,
reflecting a reduction in flood risk.
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We appreciate the concerns about potential storms and appreciate the concerns about beach erosion,
but we don't understand why our house, under the new inlet hazard area , is begggsed at a greater

risk of erosion than ocean front houses further to the east when the facts show the opposite. The dunes
in front of our house are growing not erodingnd have been doing so for many many years.

Your own data seems to confirm whae are saying. Your own erosion rates study shows an accretion of
2.2 ft per year over a sustained period of time (see extract from your data below).

Change Trend: Accretion

Rate (ft/yr): 2.2

Location: Holden Beach

Shoreline Date (early; 1/1/1944

Shoreline Date (2016 1/31/2016, 7:00 P!

If our property is placed in this area we fear it will drastically impact our insurance rates and property
values and ability to make improvements to our property. We simply don't understand why drnigeh
is being made.

Sincerely

Peter Corbett

1103 Ocean Blvd West

Holden Beach NC 28462

Peter Corbetpetercorbett.atlanta@gmail.com
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(receivedvia email:1/12/2020)

From:Connie Styergijailto:conniehstyers@gmail.cdm

Sent:Sunday, January 12, 2020 9:51 AM
To:ken.richardson.ncdenr.gov@gmail.com

Cc:Davis, Braxton CBsaxton.Davis@NCDENR.&Saaayor@oibgov.com
Subject:[External] Comments Ocean Isle Beach NC Coastal Mgmt Workshop

| was in attendance at the Ocean Isle Beach Towhnisdting January 9, 2020 to review the proposed
Inlet Hazard Area boundary updates. | am requesting an ease of proposed restrictions due to a lack of
studies over the past 40+kear period. In the future, a specified time period should be adhered to
effectively monitor the inlet hazard area boundary lines.

Connie H Styers

114 Shallotte Blvd

Ocean Isle Beach, NC 28469
Telephone 33®084250
Connie H Styers

(receivedvia email:1/13/2020)

Good afternoon.| wanted to express my opposition to tipeoposed changes to the Inlet Hazard Area
boundaries and rules.

Our family owns an ocean front home at Holden Beach and have for 10 y¥arare in the new proposed

area. 5 years ago, th@ousenext door burned and badly damaged our house and the one on the other
side of it. We redid ours, but realize with the proposed changes we may not be fortunate with changes
to be able to do againThe house on the other side of the house that burmets torn down.The owners

have been trying to sell their lolWith proposed changes, they may be limited as to their optid?isase
consider homeowners, like us who had faced circumstances not our fault and how these changes could
affect their propertes.

Thank you for your consideration.

Carol Douglass Lowe
336-687-6298
Carol Lowearollowe.coldwellbanker@yahoo.com
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(receivedvia email:1/13/2020)
Braxton/Ken,

As a homeowner dtlolden Beach and a NC tax payer with our permanent resident in Cornelius, NC we kindly
ask that the Holden Beach Property Ownership Association resolution be honored in a good faith effort to
address the HBPOA concerns.

There is apparent due diligence th@eds to be addressed.

Thank you for honoring the HBPOA resolution.

Best Regards,

Richard M. Hester
President

Interdyne Corporation
Office 7046609172
Cell 7044083533
rhester@interdyne.com
www.interdyne.com
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RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO THE INLET HAZARD AREA (IHA) PROPOSAL
BY THE NC COASTAL RESOURCES COMMISSION

LET IT BE KNOWN THAT:

WHEREAS, the Coastal Resources Commission (CRC) has proposed updated boundaries and rules
related to the Inlet Hazard Arg#éHA) on Holden Beach, North Carolina; and

WHEREAS, property owners in Holden Beach, North Carolina, would be negatively impacted by these
proposed changes; and

WHEREAS, the economic and environmental health of the entire island would be negatively impacted
by the new IHA restrictions, thus jeopardigiproperty values, the tax base, and island businesses; and

WHEREAS, the west end of Holden Beach has been accreting for the last fifty years, and this growth
was not accounted for in the new IHA designation; and

WHEREAS, the new IHA will restrictie stated purpose of protecting life and property, since should it

SOSNI 6S ySOSaal NBEI vy 2 dzNR anksyt®oaidahak milewolddbg ruledS I OK Q&
2dz0 dzy RSNJ GKS LINRPLRAaSR yS¢ LI ! NBIdA I dheiryas NB&G N
properties; and

WHEREASE 6SAy3 Ay (KS LINRPLRA&SR LI! ¢g2dZ R adGA3aYIGAT S
existing home sales and new construction; and

WHEREAS, Public Notice was inadequate and the timing of Public Hearing ses$isesto the
K2f ARF&@& AYLI OGSR LINPLISNI& 26ySNBQ FoAfAGe (G2 O2Y
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WHEREAS, the notice of the Public Hearings on the proposed changes is still not on the North
/' FNREAYF 5SLINIYSY(d 27F 9y @ brREblicWEges ntl Hearomsfandi @ Q& 6 S

WHEREAS, the Fiscal Analysis prepared by the CRC was inadequate and contained numerous material
SNNBENE ¢KAOK AYLI OGSR GKS LlzmtAo0Qa loAfAGe G2 | 0O
ability to accuratehassess the impact of these proposed changes; and

WHEREAS, the Inlet Hazard Area Method (IHAM) does not account for accreting beaches, but rather
penalizes these beaches for natural accretion and/or nourishment of areas not in the proposed IHA; and

WHEREAS, the Science Panel of the CRC was charged with consulting with local experts but the Town
2F 12t RSy . SIFOKQa &aAK2NBftAyS SyaaySSNI gl a ySOHSNI Oz

WHEREAS, the Scope of Work approved by the CRC for the Science Panel in July 2016 didanot co
a directive to develop new construction rules and standards yet those are part of the recommended
changes; and

WHEREAS, the proposed changes to IHAs were not evenly applied to all developed inlets in North
Carolina and have a dramatically greatepact on Holden Beach than any other inlet in the state,
including inlets that were specifically noted in the CRC analysis; and

WHEREAS, the result of the changes will be to direct building away from one of the safest parts of our
island, which is oppsite the purpose of IHAs; and

WHEREAS, the timeframe for approving these changes in February 2020 and implementing them a
few months later appears to be unduly rushed with no apparent benefits resulting from these quick
actions; and

WHEREAS, The Holden Beach Property Owners Association (HBPOA) finds these new restrictions to
be overly confusing and complicated with the impacts not clearly defined nor communicated in a timely
way; and

WHEREAS, The HBPOA would like further education an®digd a A 2y NB I NRAy3I (GKS / w
boundaries and rules (e.g., proposed new Inlet Hazard Area setback rules, property size restrictions, and
AYLI OGa 2y LINPLISNI & 26ySNBQ FoAfAGe (2 RS@OSt2L) GK
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THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Holden BeacRroperty Owners Association is opposed to the

IHA changes and respectfully requests that the NC CRC reconsider the proposed IHA changes for Holden

Beach.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Holden Beach Property Owners Association respectfully requests
a sixmonth extension of the comment period for the NC CRC IHA regulations, thus allowing us to
perform educational sessions with experts to further inform and communicate with impacted property
owners.

This the 16 day of January, 2020.

% Om.Qﬂd,w

Thomas M. Myers, HBPOA President

(receivedvia email:1/13/2020)

From:Russell Markstjailto:rrmarksl@verizon.ngt
Sent:Monday, January 13, 2020 2:14 PM

To:Davis, Braxton CBfaxton.Davis@NCDENR.Sov
Subject:[External] IHA proposed changes on Holden Beach

My wife and | oppose the proposed IHA changes. They are not based on good science. They will be
counterproductive. And they are being unfairly "fast-tracked for no apparent reason. That you for your
consideration.

Kathryn and Russell Marks
138 Ocean Blvd.
Holden Beach NC
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(receivedvia email:1/13/2020)

Gentlemenin regards to the NC CRC IHA regulations, | oppose these changes as a homeowner within the
new pending IHA parameters in the West EMY opposition is in alignment with the HB POA resolution
in opposition to the IHA proposal:

T

Property owners in Holden Beh, North Carolina, would be negatively impacted by these
proposed changes; and WHEREAS, the economic and environmental health of the entire island
would be negatively impacted by the new IHA restrictions, thus jeopardizing property values, the

tax baseand island businesses;

The west end of Holden Beach has been accreting for the last fifty years, and this growth was not
accounted for in the new IHA designation

The new IHA will restrict the stated purpose of protecting life and property, since shawdrit

0S ySOSaal NEBI y2dzNAaKY SngdltwRahida-haf miRSmould.bSI&IK Q& ¢ S
2dzi dzy RSNJ 6 KS LINRPLI2ZAaSR ySg LI! NB3IdzA I GA2yas NB
properties

Being in the proposed IHA would stigmatize pidfieA Sa a4 GKAIK NARa]Z¢é yS3at
home sales and new construction

Public Notice was inadequate and the timing of Public Hearing sessions close to the holidays
AYLI OGSR LINRPLISNIie 26ySNEQ FoAfAGe G2 O2YYSyid 2
The notice of the Public Hearings on the proposed changes is still not on the North Carolina
5SLI NGYSyd 2F 9YGANRYYSyildlf vdzrfAideqQa 6So0aris
The Fiscal Analysis prepared by the CRC was inadequate and contained numeguiz enedrs

GKAOK AYLI OGSR (KS LizfA0Qa FoAfAGe G2 | OO0dzNI
to accurately assess the impact of these proposed changes; and

The Inlet Hazard Area Method (IHAM) does not account for accreting beachesatbat

penalizes these beaches for natural accretion and/or nourishment of areas not in the proposed

IHA

The Science Panel of the CRC was charged with consulting with local experts but the Town of

| 2f RSy . SIFOKQa a4K2NBfAYyS SyaaySSNI gta ySOSN Oz
The $ope of Work approved by the CRC for the Science Panel in July 2016 did not contain a
directive to develop new construction rules and standards yet those are part of the recommended
changes

The proposed changes to IHAs were not evenly applied to all gmatliolets in North Carolina

and have a dramatically greater impact on Holden Beach than any other inlet in the state,
including inlets that were specifically noted in the CRC analysis

The result of the changes will be to direct building away from onbegafest parts of our island,

which is opposite the purpose of IHAs

The timeframe for approving these changes in February 2020 and implementing them a few
months later appears to be unduly rushed with no apparent benefits resulting from these quick

actions

The Holden Beach Property Owners Association (HBPOA) finds these new restrictions to be overly
confusing and complicated with the impacts not clearly defined nor communicated in a timely

way; and WHEREAS, The HBPOA would like further education anddisgugy NX I+ NRA Y 3 { F
proposed boundaries and rules (e.g., proposed new Inlet Hazard Area setback rules, property size
NEAGNROGAZ2Y AT YR AYLI Ola 2y LINBLISNIe& 26ySNEQ
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Again, as a homeowner in the West End of HoldeacB now within the proposed CRC IHA, | ask that the
NC CRC reconsider the proposed IHA Changes for Holden Beach.

Respectfully,
Mark Werner

957 OBW
Werner, Mark (DXhark.werner@dynexcapital.com

(receivedvia email:1/13/2020)

As stated below | would like to express my disapproval of the IHA Proposal:

WHEREAS, the Inlet Hazard Area Method (IHAM) doeaanoiunt for accreting beaches, but rather
penalizes these beaches for natural accretion and/or nourishment of areas not in the proposed IHA; and
WHEREAS, the Science Panel of the CRC was charged with consulting with local experts but the Town of
HoldenBe® K Q& aK2NBfAYyS Sy3aAySSNI gl a ySOSNI O2ydal OGSRT
the CRC for the Science Panel in July2016 did not contain a directive to develop new construction rules
and standards yet those are part of the recommended changesYHBEREAS, the proposed changes to

IHAs were not evenly applied to all developed inlets in North Carolina and have a dramatically greater
impact on Holden Beach than any other inlet in the state, including inlets that were specifically noted in

the CRC angdis; andVHEREAS, the result of the changes will be to direct building away from one of the
safest parts of our island, which is opposite the purpose of IHASVAHEREAS, the timeframe for
approving these changes in February 2020 and implementing thémw anonths later appears to be

unduly rushed with no apparent benefits resulting from these quick actionsVAHEREAS, The Holden

Beach Property Owners Association (HBPOA) finds these new restrictions to be overly confusing and
complicated with the impast not clearly definedhor communicated in a timely way; aWdHEREAS, The

l.th! g2ddR tA1S TFd2NIKSN)I SRdAzOI GA2y YR RA&OdzaaAz2y
(e.g., proposed new Inlet Hazard Area setback rules, property size restrictichisnpacts on property
26yYSNARQ lFoAftAGE G2 RSOStE2L) GKSANI LINPLISNIOASAODEI 9
Owners Association is opposed to the IHA changes and respectfully requests that the NC CRC reconsider
the proposed IHA changes for Hotd8each.BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Holden Beach Property
Owners Association respectfully requests amsonth extension of the comment period for the NC CRC

IHA regulations, thus allowing us to perform educational sessions with experts to further inf@m a
communicate with impacted property owners.

Patrick Albergo
Palbergmalbergo@aol.com
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(receivedvia email:1/13/2020)
Dear Braxton and Ken,

The Holden Beach Property Owners Association (HBPOpaseed the attached resolution in opposition

to the proposed Inlet Hazard Areas (IHAs) on Holden BeHBoh.clauses in this resolution represent our
concerns relative to the proposed IHABlease pass this information along to the Coastal Resources
Commession as our formal written comments.

L gAft 0S FGOSYRAYy3I (GKS g2N)] akKz2L) 2y ¢KdzZNERF& | yR
you at that time.

Best regards,

Tom Myers

President, HBPOA

Tom Myergmmyers@atmec.net
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RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO THE INLET HAZARD AREA (IHA) PROPOSAL
BY THE NC COASTAL RESOURCES COMMISSION

LET IT BE KNOWN THAT:

WHEREAS, the Coastal Resources Commission (CRC) has proposed updated boundaries and rules
related to the Inlet Hazard Area (IHA) on Holden Beach, North Carolina; and

WHEREAS, property owners in Holden Beach, North Carolina, would be negatively impacted ley thes
proposed changes; and

WHEREAS, the economic and environmental health of the entire island would be negatively impacted
by the new IHA restrictions, thus jeopardizing property values, the tax base, and island businesses; and

WHEREAS, the west end 6Holden Beach has been accreting for the last fifty years, and this growth
was not accounted for in the new IHA designation; and

WHEREAS, the new IHA will restrict the stated purpose of protecting life and property, since should it

ever be necessary2ndzNA a KYSy i 2 F | 2-mésBwoand&halOmile€savould Seiriies NJ/

2dzi dzy RSNJ 0 KS LINRPLI2AaSR yS¢g LI! NB3IdzA FGA2yas NBaidN
properties; and

WHEREAS, being in the proposed IHA would stigmatize progedi I & G KAIK NARa]Zé yS3Il
existing home sales and new construction; and

WHEREAS, Public Notice was inadequate and the timing of Public Hearing sessions close to the
K2f ARF&&a AYLI OGSR LINRPLISNIE 2¢gySNgERQandoAfAdle (2 02Y
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WHEREAS, the notice of the Public Hearings on the proposed changes is still not on the North
/I P NREAYlF S5SLINIYSY(d 2F 9YyGANBYYSyYy(dlf vdatAdeQa ¢S

WHEREAS, the Fiscal Analysis prepared by the @R€ inadequate and contained numerous material
SNNBENB ¢gKAOK AYLI OGSR (KS LlztAO0Qa loAftAdGe G2 | OO
ability to accurately assess the impact of these proposed changes; and

WHEREAS, the Inlet Hazard Area Metll (IHAM) does not account for accreting beaches, but rather
penalizes these beaches for natural accretion and/or nourishment of areas not in the proposed IHA; and

WHEREAS, the Science Panel of the CRC was charged with consulting with local experts but the Town
2F 12t RSy . SIFOKQa aK2NBfAyS SyaaySSNI gl a ySHSNI Oz

WHEREAS, the Scope of Work approved by the CRC for the Science Panel in July 2016 did not contain
a directive to develop new construction rules and standards yet those are part of the recommended
changes; and

WHEREAS, the proposed changes to IHAs were not evenly applied to all developed inlets in North
Carolina and have a dramatically greater impact on Holden Beach than any other inlet in the state,
including inlets that were specifically noted in the CRC analydls; an

WHEREAS, the result of the changes will be to direct building away from one of the safest parts of our
island, which is opposite the purpose of IHAs; and

WHEREAS, the timeframe for approving these changes in February 2020 and implementing them a
few months later appears to be unduly rushed with no apparent benefits resulting from these quick
actions; and

WHEREAS, The Holden Beach Property Owners Association (HBPOA) finds these new restrictions to
be overly confusing and complicated with the im{sacot clearly defined nor communicated in a timely
way; and

WHEREASZ ¢KS | .th! g2dZ R fA1S FTdzZNIKSNJ SRdzOF A2y YR
boundaries and rules (e.g., proposed new Inlet Hazard Area setback rules, property size restaigtions
AYLI OG&a 2y LINPLISNIE& 26ySNBQ FoAfAGe (2 RS@St2L) (K
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THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Holden Beach Property Owners Association is opposed to the
IHA changes and respectfully requests that the NC CRC reconsider the proposed IHA oh&talderf
Beach.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, the Holden Beach Property Owners Association respectfully requests
a sixmonth extension of the comment period for the NC CRC IHA regulations, thus allowing us to
perform educational sessions with experts to fgt inform and communicate with impacted property

owners.
This the 16 day of January, 2020.

O s M. My

Thomas M. Myers, HBPOA President
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(receivedvia email:1/13/2020)
January 13, 2020

Ken Richardson

Shoreline Management Specialist
State of North Carolina

Division of Costal Management
400 Commerce Avenue
Morehead City, NC 28557

Dear Ken,

| want to thank you for coming to Ocean Isle and conducting the workshop last Thursday (1/9)
morning. | attended tis workshop and was impressed with how much work went into this new

IHA analysis.

L 26y I K2YS 2y (KS Strad SyR 2F GKS AaftlyR Ity
back line. My address is 463 East Fourth Street and | am currently 160 fedétdmdke current

set back line. Unfortunately, the proposed set back line now has my home within this new hazard

area.

My home was built in 2014 and while it currently meets the existing setback requirements, it

would not qualify for the grandfather claesoutlined in the rules amendment of homes built

prior to 2009. What concerns me about this IHA update and rules amendments homes across the
AOGNBSG GKFEG NBE O20SNBR o0& GKS d3aINIYRFFIOIKSNRAY
current set backine. In addition, my home is built significantly higher and better as it was built

to a much better and newer building code.

Just over 4 years ago, my wife and | purchased this beautiful home and was told by the township

and the realtor it was rduildade. | am now faced with the realization that if a fire and/or storm

impacts my home with 50% damage, my home is not buildable. How does a state and community

L 240 | 24 FyR GKSy GSff GKS K2YS26ySNI I FSg
ph AaSRY K2¢g Aa Al y26 (KS K2YS2gySNRa FldZ §K ¢
almost any family, including mine!

| am writing this letter to you to express my concerns and request serious consideration for my
property to be included in th grandfather rule or exception.

Thanks so much for your consideration

Mike Druschel

463 East Fourth Street

Ocean Isle Beach, NC

Phone: 412/576932

Email:michael.s.druschel@gmail.com
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(received via emailt/14/2020)

Mr. Richardson,

I am writing you today to discuss the new IHA areas proposed by the NCDNR. While | fully understand the
need to restrict new development in our natural areas, | also understand the economic impact that some
of these decisions will have. | myself have b#geough a terrible ordeal with the new federal guidelines

with regards to changing the flood plains and rezoning of the coastal areas. | feel there must be a way to
provide a solution to the need to protect the inlet areas without the negative impact @stirg home
owners. Our coastal regions depend heavily on the tourist industry to survive and this is the type of
legislation that can have a tremendous negative impact on this industry now and for years to come. When
the government got involved with fighg regulations they all but wiped out our commercial fishing
industry leaving the door open to other countries to come and rape our fish stocks and then sell them
back to us at a profit. This battle is still being fought but | feel the war is alreadylease reconsider

the new area proposal further and perhaps discuss this issue with the local people that it will affect the
most to see there could be a solution that benefits all.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely
Chip Wilson
Wilson, Chip (ENSER)p.wilson@enser.com

Chip Wilson m (803) 3233217

e chip.wilson@enser.com

Regional Manager

ENSER Corporation W WWWw.enser.com
View Our Line Card Engineering Fabrication Staffing
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(receivedvia email:1/13/2020)

From:Anne Arnold fhailto:annearnoldhb@agmail.cojn
Sent:Monday, January 13, 2020 3:16 PM

To:Davis, Braxton CBgaxton.Davis@NCDENR.&Sov
Subject:[External] Pending IHA Map Impacting Holden Beach

| have owned property on Holden Beach Island since 1969.

| have been a permanent resident since 1986.

My concerns are as follows, the same as those adequately stated by our Property @Gwsecstion

and | express my concerns for my clients who will feel this impact:

"We have never lost a structure on the western part of the islaeger.

The western part of the island has been accretional for recorded histbhas never been nourished

The geology and morphology of the island clearly show that the Shallotte inlet is not migrating east.

hdzNJ ¢26yQa o6SFOK SyaAySSNI KFa RSGFAfSR Fyydz f & dzN.
show the inlet is stable and the beach is accretiarialit neither the Town nor our engineer were ever
contacted for input.

{2YS 2F (GKS IINBlIa&a LINRPLR&ASR (2 LiDAR sirwyO tisddRBFREMAY (G KS
flood maps offer detailed and highly accurate information, but were not included"

| strongly object to the Holden Beach pending IHA Map and the impact it will have, if adopted, on the
ownership of property on Holden Beach Island, both in the IHA and outside the IHA, as the impact will

carry a stigma, affecting resale and tax value.
Anne Arnold

Anne Arnold, ABR, CRB, CRS, GRI
PROACTIVE Real Estate

3369 Holden Beach Rd SW
Holden Beach, NC 28462

Email: AnneArnoldHB@gmail.com

Direct: 910-367-1202 (cell)

Website: annearnold.com

Zillow: www.zillow.com/profile/AnneArnoldHBNC/

(receivedvia email:1/17/2020)
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NORTHCAROLINA SEA GRANT
1. v EXTENSION PROGRAM
Seaﬁ%nt

Norlh Carolina
5600 Marvin Moss Lane Telephone: 910/9622491
Wilmington, N.C. 28409 rogerssp@uncw.edu

To: Renee Cahoon, Chair, Coastal Resources Commission
Braxton DavisDirector, NC Division of Coastal Management
From: Spencer RogefSoastal Construction and Erosion Specialist, North Carolina Sea Grant
Date: January 16, 2020
Subject:Proposed Inlet Hazard Area rules

As a member of the Coastal Resources Advisory Councile Ireaiewed the proposed
Inlet Hazard Area rules, maps and erosion rates. | attended the public hearings in Brunswick and
New Hanover Counties on December 17, 2019. My comments on the proposed IHA rules follow.

Erosion Rate Blockingnderestimates Inlet Ebsion Rates

The most serious problem with the proposed rules is the way that shoreline erosion rate
transects are blocked to established shoreline segments with similar erosion rates. Those rates
are then used to determine vegetation line building setbaelineations. The proposed method
severely underestimates the inlet erosion rates.

Ocean Erodible Area (OEA) setbacks are based on running averages, which are used to
smooth the differences between rates of nearby transects. The results are combined into
shoreline segments with similar rates, @rd f 2 OrheSpRodedlure is appropriate and effective
because the transects are roughly parallel, and the erosion rates are relatively similar. However,
radial transectsre used to calculate erosion rates in the proposed IHAs, which wrap around the
inlet shoreline &amuch different angles. When the running average includes the lower oceanfront
change rates with part or all of the inlet shoreline, the historical changes on the inlet shoreline
can be severely underreported. It is common for eroding inlet shorelinebatee at least
temporary accretioron one side of the inlet. The worst distortions in the proposed erosion rates
and setbacks are located on migrating inlets adjacent to accreting oceanfront shoreline caused
by the inlet.

Tubbs Inlet is a primary exampEoth inlet shorelines are blocked to have erosion rates
of 2 feet/year for setback purposes. Between 1994 and 2014, the Ocean Isle Beach inlet shoreline
eroded at a rate of 25 feet/year. During that time period 10 new houses were constructed
adjacent to tke inlet. The CRC later approvedaersized sandbag revetment variariogrotect
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the end house, which at the time of the last maintenance had scoured to a depth of 13 feet below
mean sea level on the inlet shoreline. Between 2009 and 2014, the Suns#t Bést shoreline
eroded 1,000 feet, or 200 feet/year. Fortunately, most of the lost land was undeveloped. These
numbers are approximate. The DCM can provide more accurate numbers.

Most of the proposednlet shorelineerosion rates havesegments where theunning
averageblocking significantly underreports the historicatosion rates, thougho a lesser
extreme thannear Tubbs Inlet.The distorted erosion rates appear unavoidable if the running
averages are applied anused forvegetationline referencedsetbacls. It may be possible to
delete some of the radial transects from the running avestgebetter represent theseparate
erosion rates orthe inlet andon oceanfront shoreline near the inleHowever, he problem is
one of several reasoribat the Seence Panel on Coastal Hazards concludddli@ét Hazard Area
Boundary2019 UpdatlHA Report)i K 4> &a! LINAYI NE FTAYRAY3 2F (K
fAYyS Aa y2G I NBtAFI0ES NBFSNBYOS FSIGdz2NBE F2NJ

BuildingSize Limit

A common criticism in the public hearings attended was thewitfe building size limit
of 5,000 square feet {7H .309(a)(4)}. The methods described in the IHA Report to define the IHA
boundary were intended to be as similar as possible to @oean Erodible Area (OEA), with
added considerations for the wider shoreline oscillations common to inlets. The OEA boundary is
defined as 90 times the erosion rate, inside of which building size is limited to less than 100,000
square feet. Smaller buildys may be constructed farther seaward with graduated setback
requirements, reducing to 5,000 square feet at 30 times the erosion rate. The IHA Report based
the landward boundary of the IHA, in most cases, on th&'8@r Risk Line, with a few exceptions.
The 30Year Risk Line was intended to be similar to the minimum OEA setback for 5,000 square
F220 o0dzAf RAy3Iad ¢KS {OASYOS tlyStQa NBO2YYSyl
square feet in at least parts of the recommended IHAs.

The proposed IHMsl S f AYAG Aa FLIWIX ASR G2 Fff aaidNHzOI
applied to buildings. Structures would include parking lots, roads and bridge size limits. Is that
the intent?

Grandfathering Date

Another common comment in the public hearingasvthe restriction placed on the
replacement of buildings larger than 5,000 square feet.

Grandfathering provisions are commonly implemented to allow the reconstruction of
presently noncompliant buildings that were originally in compliance with requiredagement
practices at the time of construction. Under the present rules, buildings larger than 5,000 square
feet have been legally constructed inside and outside of the present IHAs. Under the proposed
IHA rules, those legally constructed buildings wowgohibited from replacement. The present
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AN YRTFFGKSNAY3I LINP@GAAAZ2ZYyA F2NJ NBLX I OSYSyid 27
A0 NHzZOGdzNB&a¢ fFNHSN) GKIFYy pXnnn aljda NB FSSiG Aa
buildings constructed prialo August 11, 2009. As | recall, the date stems from the adoption date
of the graduated building setback requirements described elsewhere in (5).

Presumably, any existing larger buildings that were constructed after that date were in
full setbackbased sie compliance at the time of construction. To address the public comments
and treat buildings in the proposed IHAs equally with those buildings elsewhere in the Ocean
Hazard Areas, the date could be changed to the effective date of the proposed IHA rules.
Grandfathered building replacement would still be limited to 10,000 square feet in (L), and other
reconstruction limits would apply. CR8-24 indicates that the revision would potentially apply
to 41 existing larger buildings.

IHA Definition

The propsed Inlet Hazard Areas are defined in 7H .0304(2), which includes exceptions
for (a) inlets closed for 15 years; (b) inlets that have migrated out of the IHA; and (c) State Port
shorelines.

Deletion of the exceptions is recommendedgther simply defining the IHA as described in
the IHA Report

Closure of an inlet for 15 years does not necessarily make it unlikely to reopen. Inlet migration
could conceivably move the inlet outside the IHA boundary, but that would not mean that the
IHA near the ilet was outside its influence. Both issues would be best addressed in more detail
with the recommended fear reassessments of all the IHAs. State Port Inlet Management Areas
are pending approval as a separately defined Area of Environmental Concern tivéldtean
Hazard Area. The areas are not included in the IHA Report and therefore do not require an
exception.

Dune Prohibition

When the IHAs were adopted in 1979 it was believed that dune construction near the
inlets might give a false sensesafcurity for new development. Dune construction was therefore
prohibited in 7H .0308(b)(5).

As indicated by the IHA boundaries, dunes offer little or no protection for inlet migration
or inletinduced shoreline oscillations. However, dunes provide sogmifi protection during
hurricanes and other extreme storms, a hazard the IHAs share with the rest of the Ocean Hazard
Area. Dune protection is therefore a desirable practice for storm protection that should be
encouraged within the IHA, rather than prohxl.
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Deletion of the prohibition on dune constructioim the IHAis recommended

The proposed IHAs extend farther from the inlet than the present boundaries to include
shorter-duration inlet oscillations. The impact of the dune building prohibition kalle wider
adverse impact on storm protection than under the present, smaller IHAs. In several cases the
IHA applies to the entire island, which would prohibit dune construction anywhere on the island.

Required Lot Size

It is proposed to continue thpresent density limits in the renumbered 7H .0310(a)(3),
limiting structures to one unit per 15,000 square feet of land area subdivided after July 23, 1981.

The public hearing presentation indicated that the section is now interpreted to limit
density toone unit on latersubdivided, smaller lots. That is a useful density limit in the-high
IHA but is not the original intent of the section.

In 1981 the intent was to address new subdivisions in previously undeveloped land near
the inlets. It was not itrended to encourage one unit per lot but rather to encourage multiple
units and multipleunit developments to be set back larger distances on shared ownership. A
one-unit limit per lot would encourage new subdivisions to use the minimum size for all new lo
forcing some buildings much closer to the inlet than possible with shared property.

| recommend that the proposed rule be revised to address both purposes, with a revised
application date. Because the proposed rules also limit building size to Fj0@fedeet, it is not
clear how to avoid multiple small lots for new subdivisions. It is one reason to consider larger
buildings in the IHA.

Beach Bulldozing

Beach bulldozing appears to be allowed in the IHA in 7H .0308(a)(4). However, the
General Pernmiifor beach bulldozing excludes its use in the IHA. With the longer oceanfront
shorelines proposed for IHAS, in some cases entire islands, is it still intended to prohibit use of
the General Permit for beach bulldozing?

7H .0310 (a)(2)

The purpose of tb proposed rule addition is not clear but refers to 7H .0606(5).
Depending on the purpose of the rule, the proper reference appears to be to either 7H
.0605(a)(5), the OHA building size limits; .0605(a), the OHA setback requirements; or .0605, the
generaluse standards for OHAs.

Please contact me if there are questions about my comments.
Rogers, Spenceogerssp@uncw.edu
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(Receivedia email:1/20/2020)

IHA Workshop, Ken asked for community input
Sent copy tdrimbo at Town of Holden Beach

I w/ Q& {OASyOS ttySt 2y /2F&adlf 1T FNR& dzaSR YSiKz2
They seem convinced that the west end will have serious erosion issues that are influenced by the inlet

The IHA is basedchdhe worstcase scenario

One has to ask: What is happening in the inlet, other than that OIB is building a terminal groin there?

Are they saying that the OIB terminal groin at the Shallotte Inlet is seen as potentially having
negative effects on the wdasnd of Holden Beach?

01/20

Lou Cutajar

Holden Beach

Louis Cutajahbpoin@ec.rr.com
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(Receivedia email:1/21/2020)

----QOriginal Message---

From: Marilyn Edwardsrailto:marilyne1978@gmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2020 9:33 PM

To: Davis, Braxton @raxton.Davis@NCDENR.Sov
Subject: [External] Holden Beach West End

We have built and owned 1293 OBW for over 20 years and have never had any flooding. In fact a second
set of dunes have built up over these years, quite beyond our steps that used to go down to the beach.
The sand has built up so much that our 12 steps dtowtie beach are now 3 or 4. The house is more
secure now than when it was originally built. Thank you, Marilyn Edwards

(receivedvia email:1/23/2020)

Mr. Richardson:

Thank you for this opportunity to share concerns about the proposed changes to Inlet Hazard Areas and
the potential negative impact on Holden Beach. | am writing on behalf of my wife, Cheryl Hetzel, and
myself. We have lived fdiime on Holden Beach sindday 2019 and have owned a home on the island
since 2009 following years of visits.

CANRGZ ¢S o6lyldG G2 ale GKIFIG ¢S NBO23IyAlT S IyR NBaLlS
in a world where environmental events are growing more volatileweier, the pending proposals

appear to be based on assumptions and applications of data that raise significant questions, demonstrated

most obviously by an absurd result for Holden Beach that will have multiple negative impacts on our
community. We urge t commission to allow more time to gather feedback and then make
improvements and refinements that will lead to better, mesepportable proposals.

At the Holden Beach workshop, the most startling revelation was to learn that accretion and erosion were
treated equally in terms of potential impact when the standard deviation was calculated and later applied
in determining new boundaries.

This led to maps showing an unprecedented expansion of the-erebsthazard area at Holden Beach.
ho@A2dzaf & 20 lGRSNBIAYAR Y& GQGNB G A2y ¢ A& 3J22RY a2 a230Af
arguments have to be used to justify boundary lines that ironically penalize an area with a high standard
deviaton2z yf & 680l dzaS A Qa SE LIS NRE& firddey, Bachirg $hk Wader flord O NS i A
oceanfront homes on the west end requires lengthy walks over dunes and very wide beaches. These long
setbacks are quite visible to any observer.)

The onesizefits-all approach might make sense if all beaches were ectatjually and behaved similarly.

dzi GKFGQa y2i GKS OFrasSeo 99Sy AT GKS 2a0AfftlGA2Y
pattern should lead to adjustments in how the standard deviation results are applied to specific boundary
lines.Plus, there appears to be no evidence thatapatté®K I y3S 2y (KS AaflyRQa ¢Sa
suspected. If such evidence surfaces in coming years, you could expand the boundary at that time. There

is little or no justification to apply such a se&, impactful change at this time.
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Other criticisms of the report that seem pertinent include a lack of outside peer review and consideration
to the characteristics of soutfacing beaches, such as Holden, vs.-€asihg beaches along the Carolina
coast.

CAylLfftesx LXSIFHaS O2yaARSN)I GKS A&dadzsS 2F GoNI yYRAy3IoD
perspective, but verbiage and presentation can have a huge influence on property values, taxation and
GKS 20SNIff AYLRNIFIYOSYaFAORNBEKIZ2I NERBAJFIHQa SQS QKD
SEFYLX S &2dz aK2dz R 02y &aARSNI (KS ¢ 2ahyathérzdldr willdzd 3 S & (
R2® az2dd aAayAFAOlIyilifes e&2dz O02dzZ R OKIy3aS GKS 068
GAYESG KIETEFNR FNBF®é | FGSNI aLISYyRAY3I RSOFRS&a Ay 22«
Such a label change is supported by the very purpose of your gwaHich is to identify the areas that

have the highest potential for impact. Thefdience between an existing hazard and a potential hazard

GKFG YIe yS@SNI 200dzNJ Aay Qi 2dzad asSyYlyidaodao

We believe these points are among key concerns that support the need for delay, refinement and
improvement of the proposal. Thank you for considering thesearks.

Best regards,

Dennis and Cheryl Hetzel
105 Golden Dune Way
Holden Beach NC 28462
6149405067
drhetzel@gmail.com

Dennis R. Hetzel | Principal

Fresh Angle Communications

Holden Beach NC 28462

614-940-5067 | drhetzel@gmail.com

...and check out my novels at DennisHetzel.com
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(receivedvia email:1/31/2020)

31 January 2020

Renee Cahoon, Chairman

North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
PO Box 714

Nags Head, NC 27959

Subject: Proposed Inlet Hazard Areas

Thisletter provides Town of Holden Beach comments to the North Carolina Department of Coastal
Management in response to the proposed expansion of the Inlet Hazard Areas at Holden Beach.
Specifically, we take exception as follows:

1. The public notification of pantial impacts is and has been woefully inadequate to effectively
apprise the public and potentially affected property owners. The rollout of the proposal over the
Holidays was certainly untimely especially for a beach town with a disproportionate nurhber o
absentee property owners. Staff input from the local level into any methodologies used to
develop the modeling has been next to nonexistent. What little communication on the matter
that has taken place has been initiated from the local departmental s1affCM and the CRC.
The first opportunity to interact with staff as initiated by DCM was a public hearing set at
Southport (not a beach community) which was not held at the advertised location and required
extensive field contact to locate, leaving littiene for a frustrated staff to interact. The absence
of any real public notification significantly jaundices the CRC's efforts to develop a believable
proposal.

2. The purpose for increasing the IHA is not-seiflent or well defined, but recent comments at
the CRC and by the participating members seem to indicate iteff@n to be better in line with
the current rules and complete an update to the IHA that the CRC felt was well past its deadline.
The Town of Holden Beach takes pride in its effortsadfigy beyond those guidelines applied
under the CRC rules for protection of both private and public areas within the Town. Nowhere in
the nine affected communities are the results of resource protection for

TOWN OF HOLDEN BEACH /1 10 ROTHSCHIR STREET / HQ.DEN BEACH / NORTHCAROLINA
(910) 8426488 Fax (910) 848315 / http://www.hbtownhall.com
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public and private properties more evident than the west end of Holden Beach. The Science
Panel's myopic review naively ignored real evidence. Over a 6pgdad the west end of Holden

Beach has had no structures impacted by erosion, therefore there is no justification to increase
the area in question. This lack of loss is not due to any rule written by the CRC, but in fact is
because of the Town's frontalde designation, which as written and applied has kept structures
beyond any proposed or existing setbacks in question. This very same Town ordinance is applied
across the entire island, not excluding the enormous and lengthy amount of area included beyond
the current Inlet Hazard Areas as defined by the CRC definitions.

. When methodology is influenced by one sided perspective the outcome will always reflect the
inherent bias of limited data; especially when there is little effort to include stakeholders or to
gather contradicting information to show that the current rulemy already be beyond that
which is required to achieve the legislative intent. It appears that in order to attain a measurable
change from the stasis of today the Science Panel developed their own ideals, ignored local
conditions and simply attempted to @we the goal post without bench testing the "model™. This
approach has created a large outlier at Holden Beach that cannot be rationally explained. The
only explanation that has been given is that ghgectationfor the west end of Holden Beach is

for it to erode. The panel not only gave no credence to the stabilizing of the inlets as is clearly the
case for the Shallotte Inlet, it now has developed projections for a future state that is devoid of
even the most basic of modeling for inlet processesny of which are readily available and
commercially affordable. The irony that such modeling is a requisite for permitting of many beach
and inlet projects does not go unnoticed. The methodology and its resulting projections are in
complete contradiction to th engineering reviews done over a-§&arperiod at Holden Beach
(HoldenBeach Annual Beach Monitoring Report athttp://hbtownhall.com). It also ignores
FEMA data not only developed by the federal government usteag of the art LIDAR collection
methods and FEMA Firm Maps dated from 12848 which have been reviewed by a rigorous
public notification/review process and adopted by resolution at the local |&ued. findings of

the Federal Science Panel and the tNoCarolina Department of Public Safety Science Panel
contradict just about everything the CRC is claiming for the expansion on the west end of the
Town's island. A good example is the growth and expansion in density of the dunes on the west
end identifiedby one the most accurate methods possible, LIDAR mapping. The CRC science
cannot be accurate and complete in its assessment based on its own rules for development and
the fact that the panel ignored major components its own studies required for considerat
such as engineering to shore up the area, an established principle here at the Town of Holden
Beach. The Science Panel also ignored part 5 of the IHAM methodology when they said they
would consider local experts' inputs when developing an appreaoltontact with the Town of
Holden Beach's Coastal Consulting Engineer was ever made. Additionally, the panel made no
effort to include local officials including myself, the Town's Shoreline Protection Manager, the
Planning and Zoning Director, members bé tBeach and Inlet Management Board nor any
elected officials. At a minimum had the panel engaged with the Town's Coastal Engineer they
would have become cognizant of the following three empirical facts that contradict expansion of
the current inlet hazardreas.

. Since dredging of the Shallotte Inlet began the inlet has remained stable. This is important when
applied to the logic that the inlet has such a long effect on the shoreline. The Town's Coastal
Engineer is of the opinion that as long as inlet mamaince is performed the west side will be
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stable. Ocean Isle Beach is a participant in a federally authorizeged&Ostorm damage
protection project that uses the Shallotte Inlet as a borrow source.

. The sand located on the beach and the growth along th@redine within that portion to be
extended by the CRC from its current boundary has not and is not affected by the inlet, but instead
that sand is deposited there from littoral drift east to west. The Science Panel's hypothesis that
the inlet process of scillation and the resultant change to the adjacent oceanfront shoreline in
the proposed expanded IHA are 100% correlated is a fatal error of assumption. The Science Panel
has assumed that the inlet processes are the sole cause of oceanfront changenal@xgent of

the proposed new IHA when in fact the growth of the majority of the shoreline there is a direct
result of 40 plus years of beach nourishment on the east and central portions of the island with
said growth caused by east to west littoral dripositions. A subsequent use of a standard
deviation model to determine inlet impacts is a misapplication of statistical methods and the
equivalent of using a hammer to change a tikgrong tool for the wrong job. The Town's beach
monitoring data just desn't support the CRC position that the oscillating inlet is why this area
has remained stable and has grown over the history of the island.

. The most recent FEMA data shows that the dunes on the west end have grown so much since
1987 from the east to weghigration that expansion of such a magnitudedesignated many
homes that were in a'V zone as A zone properties. This data scientifically indicates that the portion
of the island is outside of any wave action as defined by the federal government, anmlg clea
proves that the expanded Inlet Hazard Area is outside of any area affected by the Shallotte Inlet.

. The Fiscal Analysis as required by rule is nonexistent. The DCM staff report fails in its attempt to
guantify economic impacts. In fact, it basicallys#é can't be done. Holden Beach takes exception

to the labeling of hundreds of additional properties as "hazardous" by placing them in an area
that would make them harder to market. We currently have no limitations on size of structure.
The IHA placesntitations on lots that will certainly impact the future sale of those lots, a
conseqguence that is measurable. The Town of Holden Beach Planning Department has analyzed
the increase and determined that based on the expansion of the IHAs that significamneico
impacts will occur in the IHA at the west end. The additional revenue lost based on moderate
expansion for lot size could be greater than $38.5 million in personal equity to the property
owners affected. This shows a callous disregard for indivigederty rights by developing a
methodology that disproportionality affects one municipality or one portion of a community. This

is effectively labeling these properties as limited in both their current and future uses. Most of
these properties while alredy developed are turning over at about a 12 percent rate with
removal and increase for their economic benefit. This in turn affects all property owners by
reducing the ad valorem tax. This drastic increase from 59 properties to 368 properties has a real
impact on the economics and future cost to live at Holden Beach. It is the position of the Town of
Holden Beach that the lack of any real effort to estimate the real impact to these property owners
was never performed to the extent that would provide cretitii

. There is no appellate procedure for the misapplication of what is in effect a zoning action. To
default to the "variance" process is an inappropriate use of a gudssial process to provide for

the redress of bad legislation. Why is it that thevere no rules developed simultaneously with

the IHA proposal that would allow for removal from the IHA, if the "science" that was used was
in error? This adds illegitimacy to the process and leaves the public mistrusting both the State of
North Carolina atdt CRC.

50



6.

North Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
Rule Amendments: 15A NCAC 07H. 0304, 07H. 0306, 07H .0309, and 07H .0310

The Town of Holden Beach has no faith in the use of the application of the standard deviation
used to justify the expansion of the Inlet Hazard Area at Holden Beach. In addition to
aforementioned concerns over the misapplication of the standardat®mn methodology the
Town does not concur with the use of abnormally distributed data. These problems have clearly
caused the incongruity between what we see on the ground and what is being portrayed as the
future state.

. Increasing the IHAs into areas pieusly designated as Ocean Erodible Areas leaves no room for

the exceptions under the current guidelines and requires correction to allow for similar
exceptions to the proposed rules. This is an issue in every community but is an absolute detriment
to the 331 residential dwellings that will now be beyond the actual effect of the Inlet, If
implemented as proposed | anticipate those so affected will conclude this is an administrative
taking of property by rule of the pen.

The Town of Holden Beach respectfukquests that the CRC evaluate and reconsider the increase in

the IHA as proposed by the draft rules. We request the CRC leave the current IHA in place and evaluate
the proposed methodology five years from now for accuracy. This would make it veripedetgrmine

if the science applied is the science that should be used. The way the draft rules are proposed uses
almost $80 million worth of structures and $160 million of property as an experiment for accuracy on
Holden Beach alone. It would be more gat to distribute the science to state universities for

applications testing for five years and then apply it if validity caadtablished.

Davi

kot~

W. Hewett

Town Manager
Holden Beach NC

Cc:

Larry Baldwin, Vie€hair
Neal Andrew

Craig Bromby

Trace Cooper
BobEmory

Robert High

Doug Medlin

Phil Norris

Lauren Salter

Robin Smith

Alexander D. Tunnell
Angie Willis

Braxton Davis DCM, Director
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(receivedvia email:1/31/2020)

My name is Steve Johnson and | am an owner of multiple properties on the East@cehoflsle Beach
(449 East '3 St and 447 East"4St). While | have no opinion on the other inlets, | am opposed to any
immediate change of the Inlet Hazard Area of Shallotte Inlet at Ocean Isle Beach.

While | am well aware of the inflated erosion rathse to the shifting inlet, Ocean Isle beach has an Army
Corp of Engineers approval to construct a terminal groin that is scientifically proven to drastically reduce
the erosion rate. Considering that it has taken 40 years to update the last IHA, itosabisto assume

that there will be no more frequent future updates if this proposal is implemented.

This proposal would needlessly place dozens of property owners in a hazard area that would no longer be
at risk of erosion due to the groin. Thereforstfongly encourage you to exempt Shallotte Inlet at Ocean

Isle Beach until the appealed lawsuit is thrown out and the groin is constructed. The updated hazard area
can then be defined with the no longer inflated erosion rates.

At an absolute minimum, if #hinlet Hazard Area is to be immediately updated with these inflated erosion
rates in place, the grandfathering clause should be extended to any structure with an approved CAMA
permit prior to the rules update.

Thank youor consideration of my input.

-Seve Johnson
steve@stevemjohnson.com

(receivedvia email:1/31/2020)

1. Don'thurt the property owners valuand investment

2. Any propertyowner should be able to rebuilfithe property meetssetback requirements

3. The inlet setback factors should stay the same until the Terminal Groin is completed

4. If new amendments are adopted it will be 5 years before the next evaluated

5 If Terminal Groin is completed in the nextrBdnths new updates ant be fairto property owner
6. Regulations should stay the sarpatil Terminal Groin is completed

Terry Kinlaw / Jimmie Lou Nichols
456 E 4th Street

Ocean lIsle Beach

Terry Kinlavbtsterry@btstire.net
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(recavedvia email:2/3/2020)

From:Anita Heard hailto:gahgardenl@gmail.cdm
Sent:Monday, February 3, 2020 1:42 PM

To:Davis, Braxton CBgaxton.Davis@NCDENR.&Sov
Subject:[External] Response to IHA proposal for Holden Beach

To: Davis Braxton
From: Gary and Anita Heard

We purchase 969 Ocean Blvd West in March of 2019 as an investment homer flanoly. We have
visited and stayed on Holden Beach for the past 12 yeafs.have been notified of your IHA proposal
from the NC Coastal Resources Commissiour proposal is very disturbing to HB and a very large
number of our homes as home ownears the island.Where, How, and Why this Proposal came about is
not known to us, because we have not read it or studied you data and reasdranghoping this is NOT
some engineers glorified computer generated prediction of inlet/shoreline doom basadat?

I O0O2NRAY3 G2 GKSE¢ 1. wSazfdziAizy Ay hLLRaAAGAZY ¢§
not done your homework with working with the coastal communities and visiting and meeting with local
engineers and the hundreds of people in thiga that work hard to protect this HB turtle sanctuary and

the dunes and vegetative growth lineblB has decades of records and studies that say you are not right

on your marks.Your HIGH RISK designation is disasterous for building, developing, ingprand
selling/buying homes and propertietnsurance and economic impacts will be negative.

HB in our opinion and through everything we have seen and visited is spending large amounts of dollars
from multiple sources to improve and protect their shanels and inlets, and beachedly house has

2 dunes with great vegetative growth on themSea oats and sand fences are flourishing and
stabilizing. Your commissions report may not be backed up or proven by actual on site visits and analysis
of Coastaldlands preservation of shorelines/dunes/ beaches.

| believe your commission needs to take some time and revisit your data and include the coastal
communities on what the actual issues are and consider very strongly their input and efforts to protect
our nations eastern islands and shorelinesu need to reconsider your reports impact area along with
local experts who are actually there doing a great job of inlet shoreline manageméntheir home and
mine.L K2LIS 68 RARYQG NGHNE. F YA&GI1S Ay Ay@Sad

Thank You for your time
Gary Heard
1976 Ridge Rd. Aledo, II. 61231 309-221-6578
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(receivedvia email:2/3/2020)

10 February 2020

Renee Cahoon, Chairman

Morth Carolina Coastal Resources Commission
PO Box 714

MNags Head, NC 27959

Subject: Proposed Inlet Hazard Areas
Dear Ms. Cahoon,
The Town of Holden Beach has provided comments previously in correspondence dated 31 January.

Additionally; please find a technical memo from the Town's consulting coastal engineer regarding the
matter.

Town Manager
Holden Beach NC

Cc:  Larry Baldwin, Vice-Chair
Meal Andrew
Craig Bromby
Trace Cooper
Bob Emory
Robert High
Doug Medlin
Phil Morris
Lauren Salter
Robin Smith
Alexander D. Tunnell
Angie Willis
Braxton Davis DCM, Director

TOWN OF HOLDEN BEACTHE i ROTHSCIHLD sTREE T - HOLDEN BEACH ; NORTIH CARULINA
(ID) BA2-00858 7 Fae (D0) 82293135 ¢ hup: www hidownhabl.com
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2019 inlet Hazard Area (IHA} Report Notes/Concerns

The entire report seems to be based on the assumption that extreme erosion oceurs at all NCinlets. As
this excerpt from the introduction states:

"Oceanfront shorelines near inlets have long-term erosion rates approximately 5 times greoter than
other oceonfront shorelines.”

The example Figure 1 below shows a “typical” inlet where higher erosion rates occur at an inlet.
However there are several inlet shorelines that are accreting over the long-term and the inlet
delineation methodology does not take this into account.

Figure 6. The LAR and the standard deviation of shorelines plotted relative to the alongshore transeet
numbers. Transects arg spaced 82 feet (25 meters] spart. The vertical dashed Ine at btansect-291
separalesinlet Inlugnce from the oceaniront.
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Figure 1: Exgemple; Standard Diviotion greater thay100 and negative [RR. This makes sewrse awd the inflachion gami is meor .f

where it shoutd be [significant chonge b slope). Bur phis is not very quontitative and appeors to be“orbitrary end copricinus”
where this delineation ocowrs in figuees 21, 25, 29, 65 (discussed oter in this document) . lssu s in dude: 1) Areos whara o
Positive AR (ACCRETION) ore treted the some s erasianal sherelnes. 2) StDEV value inflection paints wary considerally

Anather excerpt from the report:

In these cases, the Fanel used their professional knowledge of each inlet to ald in the delineation
of the IHA boundaries. In some cases, they refined the shoreline dates used in the analysis or
moved the IHA boundary to @ more appropriate location based on the underlying geology.
Specific detalls are provided In the descriptions for each of the inlets.

It appears the Panel relies heavily on their professional knowledge because there is a lack of quantitative
analysis regarding inflection points {or derivatives) where the delineation between Inlet and Ocean
Influence occurs.
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